Introduction
In 2016 the Court will celebrate its 70th anniversary, which undoubtedly will give rise to an abundance of in-depth and detailed analyses of the Court's performance. 'The (seventy) years of the Court's life could certainly be divided into several periods; each period could be given a specific label depending on the issues dealt with and the personalities which dominated the scene'.1 That is not the purpose of this contribution, rather to modestly formulate a few remarks on some of the old and new challenges the ICJ (still) has to face in the years to come. These reflections find their origin in the profound changes having taken place in triple closely interconnected areas: the legal landscape, the judicial landscape and the judicial function in general. The Court's judicial functions have to be approached from both an internal (the Court's own perception) and an external perspective (the impact of the general changes on the Court's judicial function).
The general changes are bound to have a substantial impact on the Court's own perception of its functions and on its way of reasoning, on relaxing the policy of judicial economy, the interpretation and use of its inherent powers, its approach towards third party participation, the regime and scope of its provisional measures, the non-involvement in even merely monitoring the compliance with and the implementation of its judgments.
It has been a matter of the Court's judicial policy not to align itself with the 'early 20th century conceptions of the aims of international 6 -wellens adjudication'.2 Time has come not so much to restyle the Respected Old Lady to use Cassese's expression3 but to move it away from a judicial policy which on too many occasions was characterized by caution, restraint and hesitation towards a more pro-active judicial policy in both procedural questions and matters of substance. This will enable the Court to perform the various judicial functions each international court or tribunal is nowadays expected to perform.
One should recall that the 'answer to a question of procedure may be of no less importance than the reply to a question of substance'.4 Indeed, an 'answer -if acted upon -to a question of procedure may in substantial respects affect the outcome of the dispute'.5
The International Legal Landscape Has Changed
Since the end of the Cold War international law underwent profound and irreversible changes. Although the various categories of actors on the international plane may have different opinions on the extent and impact of these changes no one can seriously doubt that they actually have occurred although in various forms, depending on the areas concerned and on the involvement and responses by those actors. The institutionalisation of international law, although of course manifesting itself long before the 1990's, has in the last two and a half decades become more pronounced. International organisations have become major players, both in the decisional and operational field; not surprisingly a satisfactory regime of their accountability still has to be worked out. At the same time the interplay between substantive and institutional law has rightly so attracted incisive doctrinal attention.6 
